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REMARKS 



Reconsideration and allowance of the claims are respectfully requested in view of the 
following remarks. The Examiner's attention is directed to the telephone interview 
conducted January 13, 2003, during which discuss 

In referer ce to Detailed Action Item I : 

T) ie specification has been amended to address the Examiner's concerns. No new 

matter is idded. 

Claims 1 - 27 are pending in the present application. 
In reference to Detailed Action Item 2: 

Claims 1 - 14, 21, 23-25, and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §112 second 
paragrap) i, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject rriatter which the applicant regards as the invention. As to Claims 1 and 6, the 
element * low-pass portion of the error signal would be understood and appreciated by one 
skilled in the art to be the resultant of an input signal following application to a low pass 
filter THs language is not indefinite. Applicants are unsure as to why the Examiner finds 
the language as claimed objectionable. However, should the Examiner still find the language 
unaccept lble, Applicant requests a telephone conference to discuss the language of the claim. 
With reg ird to the language of Claim 6 and 27, Applicants have amended Claims 6 and 27 to 
address ne Examiner's concerns on structure. Applicant notes however, that the terminology 
"a high-pass gain" "a low-pass gain " and "an error signal" is not indefinite; each of these 
terms is : ntroduced and identified in the detailed description. For example at page 4 in 
paragraph 21-23, Moreover* the elements are clearly depicted on Fig. 4. Regarding Claims 
14 and 2 >, Applicants have amended Claim 14 and 26 to correct the antecedent basis- With 
regard tc Claim 23, following the abovementioned telephone interview, Applicants believe 
the clain-. language is no longer objectionable to the Examiner. Finally, The specification has 
been am- mded to address the Examiner's concerns about claims 24 and 25. 
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C aims 1,4- 13, 24, and 25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kuzuya et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,859,774) in view of Shirnizu et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,148,948). 

W ith regard to Claims 1,4- 13, 24, and 25 

With regard to Claim 1 the Examiner suggests that: 

Kuzuya discloses a method of controlling a feel-back torque of a 

motor, the steps comprising receiving a signal indicative of a difference 

between a desired motor position, and a n actual motor position (col 7, lines 

10-12), and , applying a gain (col 7, lines 18-19) 

The patent (Kuzuya?) does not disclose filtering the signal, while 

Siumizu shows bandpass filto 22. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the invention was made to include a bandpass filter, as shown in 

Shirnizu, for further processing with the resultant high and low frequencies of 

the particular signal. It is well known in the art to apply a filter to the raw 

s: gnal to elirninate undesired components." 

/ pplicants respectfully contend that the explanation provided in the office action 
mischaracterizes the disclosure of Kuzuya and Shirnizu et al., and further contends that it 
would m .t have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made or 
used to r lodify the teachings of Kuzuya with the teachings of Shirnizu et al. Moreover, one 
skilled h i the art would not be motivated to formulate the combination suggested in the office 
action hi cause neither Kuzuya and Shirnizu et al. include the requisite motivation for such a 
combina dan, and even if such a combination were made, it would not provide a reasonable 
expectation of success for arriving at Applicant's invention. 

f or an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of 
establish ing that all elements of the invention are disclosed in tie prior art; that the prior art 
relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the art at the time of the 
invention must contain some suggestion or incentive that would have motivated the skilled 
artisan t > modify a reference or combined references; and that the proposed modification of 
the prioi art must have had a reasonable expectation of success, determined from the vantage 
point of the skilled artisan at the time the invention was make. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1596, 1>98 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In Re Wilson, 165 U.S.P.Q. 494, 496 (C.C.P A. 1 970); ytajeii v. 
Chugai Pharmaceuticals Co., 927 U.S.P.Q.2d, 1016, 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1996). See MPEP 2143 
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Establishing a prima facie case of obviousness requires that all elements, of the 
invention 1* disclosed in the prior art. In Re Wilson, 165 U.Si\Q. 494, 496 (C.CPA. 1970). 

Further, even assuming that all elements of an invention are disclosed in the prior art, 
an Exami aer cannot establish obviousness by locating references that describe various 
aspects or a patent applicant's invention without also providing evidence of the motivating 
force which would have impelled om: skilled in the art to do what the patent applicant has 
done. Ex parte Levengool 28 ILSJP.Q. 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. Int 1993). The references, 
when vie *ed by themselves and not in retrospect, must suggest the invention. In Re Skoll, 
187U.S.:\Q. 481 (CCJ\A. 1975). 

Considering Claim 1, 13, Applicants respectfully contend that the explanation 
provided in the office action mischaracterizes the disclosure of Kuzuya and Shimizu et al., 
and further contends that it would not have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
the inver tion was made or used to modify the teachings of Kuzuya with the teachings of 
Shimizu et al. More specifically, neither Kuzuya nor Shimizu et al. alone ot in combination, 
disclose >t teach each of the elements in the claimed invention, Kuzuya does not teach or 
disclose i method controlling feel back torque m a motor as suggested in the office action. 
Additionally, Kuzuya does not disclose or teach Altering the received signal into a plurality 
of frequency bands. While, Kuzuya does disclose, "applying a gain" as suggested in the 
office accion, this element is not the same as claimed by the Applicants. The claimed 
invention includes "applying a gain xo at least one of the filtered frequency bands. . 
Kuzuya, applies the erroT signal directly to a proportional gain of a PID controller. 
Applicants invention applies a filter and then a gain to the filtered signal. While similar, 
Kuzuya actually teaches away from the claimed invention by applying the gain to the entire 
spectral intent of the error signal disclosed therein, whereas the claimed invention applies 
the *ain to "filtered frequency bands. . Shimizu et al. merely discloses a band pass filter and 
the office action explanation includes no further explanation as to why Shimizu et al. is relied 
upon. Therefore, because neither Kuzuya nor Shimizu et al., disclose or teach any of the 
abovemi:ntioned claimed elements, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for 
obviousness as to Claims 1 and 13, and the rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 1 
and 1 3 should now be in a condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

Second, assuming arguendo., that Kuzuya and Shimizu et al., disclose the same 
elements as claimed by the Applicants, the Examiner has not shown what motivation is 
disclosed or taught in either Knzuy* or Shimizu et al, that would to impel one skilled in the 
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art to make the combination. Kuzuya is related to and discloses aspects of rear wheel 
steering, while Shimizu et al. is related to an electric power steering system. Nothing in 
Kuzuya, ror Shimizu et al. provides the motivation to make the combination as suggested in 
the office action. In fact, both Kuzuya and Shimizu teach away from the suggested 
combination. Kuzuya teaches away from the combination in that it relates to real wheel 
steering not providing a feel back torque as claimed by the Applicants. Kuzuya also teaches 
away from the combination because it teaches application of a PID controller, so its intent 
was to formulate control based on the steering angle difference disclosed therein as well as its 
derivative and its integral. There is nothing to suggest that the use of filtering would be 
appropriate. 

Similarly, Shimizu includes nothing that would motivate the combination of the two 
references. The filtering cited by the office action explanation is applied to a torque signal in 
that invei rtion. There is nothing in Shimizu that would teach applying the filter to a position 
error signal and thereby dividing the received signal into a plurality of frequency bands as 
claimed. Therefore, because neither Kuzuya nor Shimizu et al., include any teaching which 
would m- ravate the suggested combination, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for 
obviousness as to Claims 1 and 13, and the rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 1 
and 13 si lould now be in a condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

Moreover, even if such a combination were made, the combination would not provide 
a reasonable expectation of success for arriving at Applicant's invention. For an obviousness 
rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of estabhshing that the proposed 
modifies ton of the prior art must have had a reasonable expectation of success. MPEP 
2 1 43.02. The combination suggested would integrate a band pass filter of Shimizu et al. with 
the control section of Kuzuya. As slated earlier, this combination would not work because it 
would combine filtering with the PID controller in Kuzuya and thereby not result in the 

invention as claimed. 

f qually important, the suggested modification cannot change the principle of 
operation of a reference. MPEP2143.01. The suggested combination would completely 
change ihe principles of operation disclosed Kuzuya as mat invention specifically teaches the 
utilization of a PID controller on the steering angle difference. To make the combination 
suggestt d would imply modification of the spectral content of the steering angle difference as 
applied o the PID controller. By doing so, the PID controller invoked in Kuzuya would be 
rendered to perform a different operation as the frequency based integral and derivative 
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portions would no longer operate as disclosed in that invention. Therefore, because the 
combinat on suggested by the office action would change the principle of operation of 
Kuzuya aid Shimizu et aL the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for obviousness as 
to Claims 1 and 13, and the rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 1 and 13 should 
now be ir. a condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

W ith regard to Claims 2-5 these claims include the abovementioned limitations and 
based on the arguments above are therefore now allowable. Additionally, Claims 2-5 
depend fi om Claim 1, which is now allowable based upon the abovementioned reasoning, 
and therefore because these claims ispend from a claim that is allowable, they too are 
allowable and the rejections should be withdrawn. MPEP 2143.03. 

With regard to Claims 6-12 and 27: 

Tiie office action explanation suggests: "The patents disclose the recited elements." 

Ttie office action explanation provides no support for this statement or the rejection. 
However . the office action does not disclose the recited elements. Kuzuya does not disclose 
or teach "a feel control algorithm", nor "at least one of a high-pass gain and a low-pass gain " 
As stated above, Kuzuya relates to a rear wheel steering algorithm and does not disclose or 
teach an ictive steering system as claimed. Therefore, because neither Kuzuya noT Shimizu 
et al., disclose or teach any of the abovementioned claimed elements, the Examiner has not 
made a prima facie case for obviousness as to Claims 6 - 12 and 27, and the rejections should 
be withd awn. Thus, Claims 6-12 and 27 should now be in a condition for allowance and 
the rejec- ions withdrawn. 

With regard to Claims 7-12 these claims include the abovementioned limitations 
and, bast d on the arguments above are therefore now allowable. Additionally, Claims 7-12 
depend f :om Claim 6, which is now allowable based upon the abovementioned reasoning, 
and then fore because these claims depend from a claim that is allowable, they too are 
allowabl ^ and the rejections should he withdrawn. MPEP 2143.03. 

Claims 2, 3> 14 - 18, 21 - 23, 25, and 27 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Kuzuya et aL (U.S. Patent No. 5,859,774) in view of Shimizu et • 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,148,948) in further view of Phillips (U.S. Patent No. 6,370,459). 

With regard to Claims 2 and 3, Applicants iespectflilly contend that the explanation 
provide* in the office action mischaracterizes the disclosure of Kuzuya, Shimizu et al., and 
Phillips, and further, contends that it would not have been obvious to one with ordinary skill 
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in the ait it the time the invention was made to include this element (a differential), as shown 
in Phillip.- ., "to further increase the sensitivity of the steering system with respect to the 
desired steering angle, thus enhance its performance. 

A jpUcants respectfully contend that Phillips does not disclose a differential as cited in 
the office action. The cited element 712/722 is described as a speed reduction means (712) 
and gear eduction means (722). This is not the same as the differential as claimed. 
Therefon , because neither Kuzuya, Shimizu et al., nor Phillips disclose the elements of the 
claimed i nvention, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for obviousness as to 
Claims 2 and 3, and the rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 2 and 3 should now be 
in a condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

With regard to Claims 14 and 26, once again as outlined above, neither Kuzuya, 
Shimizu it al., nor Phillips alone, or in combination, disclose or teach each of the elements in 
the clairr ed invention. Kuzuya does not disclose or teach "calculating a correction signal. . ." 
Similarl) , Kuzuya does not disclose or teach "filtering the correction signal into a plurality of 
frequenc f bands." While, Kuzuya does disclose, "applying a gain" as suggested in the office 
action, tlds element is not the same es claimed by the Applicants. The claimed invention 
includes 'applying a gain to at least one of the filtered bands.. ." As stated earlier, Kuzuya, 
applies t le error signal directly to a proportional gain of a PTD controller. Applicants 
invention applies a filter and then a gain to the filtered signal. While similar, Kuzuya actually 
teaches . way from the claimed invention by applying the gain to the entire spectral content of 
the error signal disclosed therein, whereas the claimed invention applies the gain to 
". . .filtered frequency bands. .." Shimizu et al. merely discloses a band pass filter and the 
office action explanation includes no further explanation as to why Shimizu et al. is relied 
upon. F nally, Applicants respectfully contend that Phillips does not disclose a differential as 
cited in - he office action. The cited element 712/722 is described as a speed reduction means 
(712) and gear reduction means (722). This is not the same as the differential as claimed 
Therefo) e, because neither Kuzuya, Shimizu et al., nor Phillips, disclose or teach any of the 
abovemontioned claimed elements, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for 
obvious less as to Claims 14 and 26. and me rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 
14 and : 6 should now be in a condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

Second, assuming arguendo, that Kuzuya, Shimizu et al. and Phillips in combination, 
disclose the same elements as claimed by the Applicants, the Examiner has not shown what 
morivat on is disclosed or taught in Kuzuya, Shimizu et al., or Phillips, that would to impel 
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one skffle 1 in the ait to make the combination. Nothing in Kuzuya, Shimizu et al. 5 nor 
Phillips p;x>vides the motivation to make the combination as suggested in the office action. In 
fact, Kuzuya and Shimizu specifically teach away from the suggested combination. Kuzuya 
teaches away from the combination in that it relates to real wheel steering not providing a feel 
back torq ie as claimed by the Applicants. Kuzuya also teaches away from the combination 
because r teaches application of a PID controller, so its intent was to formulate control based 
on the steering angle difference disclosed therein as well as its derivative and its integral. 
TheTe is nothing to suggest mat the use of filtering would be appropriate. 

Similarly, as argued above, Shimizu includes nothing that would motivate the 
combination of the two references. The filtering cited by the office action explanation is 
applied t<» a torque signal in that invention. There is nothing that would teach applying the 
filter to a correction signal and thereby dividing the signal into a plurality of frequency bands 
as claimed. Therefore, because neither Kuzuya, Shimizu et al., nor Phillips include any 
teaching which would motivate the suggested combination, the Examiner has not made a 
prima fat ie case for obviousness as to Claims 14 and 26, and the rejections should be 
withdraw o. Thus, Claims 14 and 26 should now be in a condition for allowance and the 

rejection-: withdrawn. 

Moreover, even if such a combination were made, the combination would not provide 
a reasonable expectation of success for arriving at Applicant's invention. For an obviousness 
rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of estabUshing . . . that the 
proposed modification of the prior art must have had a reasonable expectation of success. 
MPEP 2 43.02. The combination suggested would integrate a band pass filter of Shimizu et 
al. with the control section of Kuzuya. As stated earlier, this combination would not work 
because t would combine filtering with the PID controller in Kuzuya and thereby not result 
in the ur ention as claimed. 

1 qually important, the suggested modification cannot change the principle of 
operandi of a reference. MPEP2143.01. The suggested combination would completely 
change t ie principles of operation disclosed Kuzuya as that invention specifically teaches the 
utilizatic n of a PID controller on the steering angle difference. To make the combination 
suggested would imply tnodification of the spectral content of the steering angle difference as 
applied i o the PID controller. By doing so, the PID controller invoked in Kuzuya would be 
renders to perform a different operation as the frequency based integral and derivative 
portions would no longer operate as disclosed in that invention. Therefore, because the 
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combination suggested by the office action would change the principle of operation of 
Kuzuya and Shimizu et al. the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for obviousness as 
to Claims 14 and 26, and die rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 14 and 26 should 
now be ir a condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

^With regard to Claims 15 this claims include the abovementioned limitations and 
based on che arguments above are therefore now allowable. Additionally, Claim 15 depends 
from Clai ra 14, which is now allowable based upon the abovementioned reasoning, and 
therefore because these claims depend from a claim that is allowable, they too are allowable 
and the re jections should be withdrawn. MPEP 2143-03. 

With regard to Claim 16 the explanation in the office action states: 
"Kuzuya discloses 

Feel controller, comprising element CS 
vehicle stability input means 2 1 , and 

steering actuator 10, but does not disclose a differential actuator. 
Phillips shows: 

A signal output to motor 26 (col. 24, lines 40 - 41), from which a 
signal is input to differential 712/722 connected to steering actuator 16. It 

ould have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a differential, as shown in Phillips, to increase 
the range of steering torque, thus increase the efficiency of the system to 
e ifect the desired steering angle." 

Applicants respectfully contend, once again as outlined above, neither Kuzuya, 
Shimizu at al., nor Phillips alone or in combination, disclose or teach each of the elements in 
the claimed invention. Kuzuya does not disclose or teach "a feel controller in signal 
commun ication with said input device, said steering actuator and said differential actuator for 
controlling a feel back torque." Similarly, Phillips does not disclose a differential as cited in 
the office action. The cited element 712/722 is described as a speed reduction means (712) 
and gear reduction means (722). This is not the same as the differential as claimed: 7 More 
over, the explanation provided in the office action refers to a "feel controller CS, the element 
identifie 1 as CS in Kuzuya is the controlled system, not a controller. Moreover, the 
explanation in the office action states: "It would have been obvious ...to include a 
different ial . . .to increase the range of steering torque, thus increase the efficiency of the 
system t > effect the desired steering angle." Applicant does not understand this explanation. 
Nothing in the Applicant's invention is drawn to "increas(ing) the range of steering torque 
thus ma ease the efficiency of the system" as suggested in the office action. Therefore, 
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because neither Kuzuya, Shimizu et al., nor Phillips, disclose or teach any of the 
abovemeiitioned claimed elements, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for 
obviousness as to Claim 16 and the rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claims 16 should 
now be in a condition fox allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

S< cond, assuming arguendo, lhat Ruzuya, Shimizu et al. and Phillips m combination, 
disclose tne same elements as claimed by the Applicants, the Examiner has not shown what 
motivation is disclosed or taught in Ruzuya, Shimizu et al., or Phillips, mat would to impel 
one skilled in the art to make the combination. Nothing in Kuzuya, Sliiniizu et aL, nor 
Phillips provides the motivation to make the combination as suggested in the office action. In 
fact, Kuz lya and Shimizu specifically teach away from the suggested combination. Kuzuya 
teaches a-vay from the combination io that it relates to real wheel steering not providing a feel 
back torque as claimed by the Applicants. Kuzuya also teaches away from the combination 
because it teaches application of a P1D controller, so its intent was to formulate control based 
on the stt ering angle difference disclosed therein as well as its derivative and its integral. 
There is i lothing to suggest that the v se of filtering would be appropriate. Therefore, because 
neither K uzuya, Sbimizu et al., nor Phillips include any teaching, which would motivate the 
suggeste. I combination, the Examiner has not made a prima facie case for obviousness as to 
Claim 16 and the rejections should be withdrawn. Thus, Claim 16 should now be in a 
condition for allowance and the rejections withdrawn. 

V 'ith regard to Claims 17 - 25, these claims include the abovementioned limitations 
and base l on the arguments above are therefore now allowable. Additionally, Claim 17 - 25 
depend f om Claim 16, which is now allowable based upon the abovementioned reasoning, 
and there fore because these claims depend from a claim that is allowable, they too are 
allowabl ; and the rejections should l>e withdrawn. MPEP 2143.03. 

1 he amendments and arguments here presented are made for the purposes of better 
defining die invention, rather than to overcome the rejections for patentability. The claims 
were nol amended to overcome the prior an and therefore, no presumption should attach that 
either th«j claims have been narrowed over those earlier presented, or that subject matter or 
equivalents thereof to which the Applicants are entitled has been surrendered. Support for 
these an endments can be found in the specification and claims as originally filed. No new 
matter h is been introduced by these amendments. Consideration and allowance of the claims 
is respec ttully requested in view of the amendments and following remarks. Moreover, the 
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amendments as presented do not alter the scope of the claimed invention and therefore 



It is believed that the foregoing remarks are fully responsive to the Office Action and 
restrictio i and that the claims herein should be allowable to the Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsidc ration and withdrawal of the rejections are requested. 

It the event the Examiner has any queries regarding the instantly submitted response, 
the unde> signed respectfully requests the courtesy of a telephone conference to discuss any 



11 there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, 
please clarge them to Deposit Account No. 06-1 1 30. 



necessitate a new grounds rejection. 



matters i i need of attention. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Cantor Colburn LLP 
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MAWCTD IIP VTRSIQ M rnv CHANGES MADE 
In the Delailed Description: 

Please air end paragraph 14 as follows in "marked up" format with changes indentified: 

The differential actuator 22 includes an actuator housing 24, which receives 
the steering input shaft 18 as its first input, and provides a steering output shaft 26. A motor 
30 is connected to a motor shaft 32, which is received by the actuator housing 24 as its 
second input. A steering rack 34 is connected to the steering oulput shaft 26. A road-wheel 
position censor 28 is disposed at the steering output shaft 26 for sensing the position of the 
road-wheels 14. A controller 35 is in signal communication between the hand-wheel position 
sensor 2C , the road-wheel position sensor 28, and the motor 30 , The active steering system , 
in f .rtw em prise an assist co ntroller 36 in sipnal communication with the differential 
artnitnr >-> -n,» ^nrmlW ^ is als o in signal communication with the assist controller 36 
for adjus rag a variable assist. 



In the Cl iims: 



Please amend Claim 6 as follows in "marked up" format with changes identified: 

6. A controller for an active steering system, the controller comprising: 
a feel control algoritlim for controlling a feel back torque to a drive r, said feel 

control* y^thm u prising a filter imd ftt least one of a high-pas s pain nnd a low-pass gain ; 

wherein at least one of said high-pass gain and sag low-pass gain correspond 

to at least one of an error signal and atfee low-pass portion of me error signal. 

Please a mend Claim 12 as follows in "marked up" format with changes identified: 

n A controller as defined in Claim 6 wherein the low pa ss 

said filter is a first-order filter. 
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Please amend Claim 14 as follows in "marked up" format with changes identified: 

14. A method for actively controlling the steering of a motor vehicle, the 
method comprising: 

receiving an operator input from an operator of the motor vehicle; j 
receiving a stability input indicative of Ae-a.dynamic stability of the motor j j 

vehicle; j 
calculating a correction signal in accordance with the operator input and the j 

stability input; j 
filtering the correction signal into a plurality of frequency bands; 
applying a gain to at least one of the filtered bands to produce an output signal 

corresponding to a desired feel back torque; and j 
adjusting an input to a differential actuator in accordance with the output 

signal. 

Please a3 nend Claim 23 as follows b \ "marked up" format with changes identified: 

23 . An active steering system as defined in Claim 22 wherein said feel 
controller further comprises a summ ing function for receiving &e-an input of the low-pass 
filter and fl»an.oulput of the low-p;iss filter, and for providing an input to a high-pass gain 
function lease amend Claim 26 as follows in "marked up" format with changes identified: 

Please a nend Claim 26 as follows in Marked up" format with changes identified: 

26. An active steering system comprising: j 
means for receiving a steering input from an operator of the motor vehicle; 
means for receiving u stability input indicative of *e-a_dynamic stability of the J 

motor v» ihicle; 

means for calculating a correction signal in accordance with the steering input 

and the ;tability input; j 
means fin: filtering the correction signal into a plurality of frequency bands; j 
means for applying a gain to at least one of the filtered bands to produce an 

output s ignal corresponding to a desired feel back torque; and ; 
means for adjusting an input to a differential actuator in accordance with the 

output 5 ignal 
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Please ariend Claim 27 as follows in "marked up" format with changes identified: 
27. A motor controller, comprising: 

a feel control algorithm foT controlling a feel back torque to an operatorj^said 
feel cont ol algorithm comprising a filte r , and at least one of a high-pass gain and a low-pass 
gain; 

wherein at least one of a- said high-pass gain and said low-pass gain 
correspond to at least one of an error signal and a low-pass portion of the error signal. 



DP-305663 DE3-0240 



Received from < 8602860137 > at 1/21/03 4:12:46 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 



